September 17, 1996
Addendum to Attachment

ADDENDUM TO SUMMARIES AND RESPONSES TO ENVIRONMENTAL POINTS

For purposes of clarification and to assure completeness of
summaries, the following summaries and responses to environmental
polnts are added to the previcusly prepared summaries and
regpongas to envirommental points, which contained substantive
regponges to all environmental pointa. The previously prepared
gummaries and responged constitute an attachment to the Staff
Report dated September 13, 1986, addressing the proposed adoption
of Utilities and Infrastructure Policy P-3 as a regulaticn and
amendment. tc the Land Use and Resource Management Flan.

E1g. dComment: Comuenter argues that the proposed action would
result in significant environmental iwpacts, such that the
preparation of an environmental impact report iz needed for
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
{("CEQAN) . (Planning and Conservation lLeague, April 1, 1996.)

Response: The proposed action by the Commission is within
the Commission’s planning program which has been cextified by the
Secretary for Resources, pursuant to the provisione of Public
Resources Code section 21080.5, and thus is subject ko
environmental analysis and review uging staff documents to comply
with CEQA requirements. Preparation of an envirommental impact
report 18 not required under a certified program. ‘The
Commigsion’s analysig properly concluded that no potentially
significant environmental effects would result from the proposed
actlon. BSece alao responsez to Commenks Bl and FS.

E15. Comment: Commenter argues that the following statements
represent potentially significant adverse effects which way
result from the proposed action, such that analysis in an
environmental impact report ia regquired:

{a) water gquality degradation and soil contamination will
result in other areasz of the state due to an increagse in
discharge of sludge to landfills caused by the proposed action;

(b} potential environmental degradation and reduced fieh and
wildlife habitat will result due to continued wastewater
digchargea to the Delta and disposal of biosolids on land;

(¢) Sacramento’s high intengity land disposal practices
cannot be continued and application at an agronomic rate would
reduce envircnmencal impacte apBociated with current disposal
practices;

(d}) given concerns expressed by State Water Contractors
aboul river discharges of wastewater from the City of West
Sacramento precluding that City from discharging wagtewater on




Sacramento precluding that City from discharging wastewater on
Delta lands could regult in water guality problems for the
Sacramento River and the Delta;

(8] restricting alternative methods of disposing of
biosolids would comflict with adopted state polioy and interfere
with agency compliance with planning requirements of Public
Resources Code §40000 =t seq.

(Planning & Conservation League, April 1, 1996.)

Regponsa: Under its certified program the Commlssgion wust
analyze any potentially significant environmental effegtg, as
indicated by aubstantial avidence, of proposed actions it ie
congidering. However, argument, speculation, unsubstantiated
opinion and erronecus assertions do not constitute substantial
evidence of a potential impact. (Public Resources Code
§21080{e); £21082.2.) The analysia of the proposad action by the
Commission’s staff did not reveal any potentially significant
adverse effects, and the comment contains only general argument
and ungubstantiated assertions of significant effects. 8Seme also
responges bto Comments El, BS, E§, EB, BElé, E 17 and ELR. More
gpacific responses follow.

{a} The comment speculates without providing any factual
support that discharges of sludge to landfills will increasge as a
reault of the proposed actiomn, including, by implication,
discharges to alrpady leaking landfills. No factual support has
been presented for the assumption. To the exbent that landfills
are ¢urrently receiving sludge, they are, and will continus to
be, subject to regulation, and, if they are leaking, or
potentially leaking, they will be subject to increased regulation
and limitatlons imposed by the appropriate regulatory agencies.

(b) The comment is uwnolear, but it seems to argus that
continunation of existing dizcharges and disposal Lo land would
congtitute gignificant environmental lmpacts resulting from the-
propogal. However, since CEQA defines significant environnmental
effect as a substantial adverse change in existing physical
conditions in the area affected by the proposed project, the
continuation of existing practices, which are nmot affected by the
propoged action, does not constitute a significant effect.
{Public Resourdes Code §21080.%, 21088; Hloowm v. MoGurk (1%94) 26
Cal . App.4th 1307; Baird v. County of Contya Costa (195%5) 32
Cal.App.4th 1464, 31 Cal.BApp.4th 1265.)

{e) The current Sagramento disposal practices noted in the
comment occur outside the Delta Frimary Zone. Sacraments may
alter its disposal practlices using areas outside the Delis
Primary Zone. To the extent that the Sacramento situation
evidences nitrate problems asgocliated with certaln sewage siudge
digpogal practices, it confirms the environmental protection
purpoges of the proposed actien. Sacramento County has entered
into a contract with Wheelabrator Clean Water Systems, Inc., Bio




Gro Divigion, to provide certain gludge disposal services, and
neither the contract, nor the proposal on which it was based,
reguires sludge digposal in the Delta Primary Zone.

{d) Evidence of existing conditions in the environment doss
not congtitute evidence of a substantial adverse ghange in the
enviromment which would be conmidered a significant environmental
impact under CEQA. The existing discharge practices of the CQity
of Wenl Sacramento would not be changed by this proposed action.
In any event the Qity could proposge wastewater diacharge and/or
land disposal elsewhere and thereby provide greater protection
for the water guality of both the Sacramento River and the belta.

{e¢) The comment seems to aasume srropeously thab the
proposed action would generally restrict sludge disposal methods,
when the proposed action would apply only to lands within the
Delta Primary Zone. The comment arcsues that the proposed action
would conflict with state policy represented by Public Resources
Code § 40000 et seq., but does not provide any factual support
for this argument or speculation. There ig no showing that
compliance with applicable other requirements would be prevented
or altered. The record contains comments from the Log Angeles
CCounty Sanitation Districte which indicate no plans to dispose of
gewage zludge or sewage effluent in the Delta and no change in
digposal planz. The Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board (CVRWQCE) has previcusly indicated that there is no
conflict between its reguirements and the Commission’s proposad
action. (CVRWQCR General Order, responses to comments. )




